By and large, architecture is seldom invoked except as a response or a reaction to the West.12 In seeking to redress the scholarly tendency to regard eighteenth-century innovation as synonymous with westernization, I do not mean to suggest that the Ottomans' changing attitude toward Europe was inconsequential to some of the developments that occurred in the capital. There is no doubt that the intensification of diplomatic exchange with
European powers brought about greater exposure to western artistic knowledge and techniques, literary ideas, sartorial fashions, and material culture.13 In architecture, certain Neoclassical, Baroque, and Rococo elements gradually permeated the architecture of Istanbul, especially from the 1750s on. Toward the close of the century, it became a commonplace for the court entourage to commission their private residences from European architects.
However, these trends were not necessarily indicative of a sudden inclination toward westernization, in the charged sense of a deliberate emulation of western ways. In fact, they were hardly exceptional to the history of Ottoman architecture.14 To regard the eighteenth century as a turning point in Ottoman interaction with Europe is to ignore over two centuries of virtually continuous cultural and artistic contact. It is also to accept the fallacy of a fundamental polarity between the two geocultural entities, whereby cultural encounter can occur only in situations of unequal power and in the form of "influence," "without a choice by the allegedly passive receiver.""s While there is no doubt that in the eighteenth century western details infiltrated the architectural idiom of Istanbul more pervasively than they had before, it is crucial to reevaluate the significance of this current against visual and architectural evidence, and against the two often diverging discourses that emerged among contemporary European and Ottoman observers of change. Modern scholars' characterization of change in the eighteenth century as the beginning of a long and unilinear march toward westernization reflects only one facet of two centuries of reformulation of Ottoman architectural and indeed, sovereign, identity. While this search for a new image was, in part, a response to the military blow the empire had just suffered at the hands of European powers, it also answered to the pressure of internal transformations. By the eighteenth century, the system of hierarchies that had exemplified the Ottoman world order was eroding. While many contemporary critics saw these changes as signs of the breakdown of social order and the decline of the empire, they can also be viewed as symptomatic of what, in the distant context of Europe, is now known as the early modern period.16 Greater mobility among social and professional groups led to new social and financial aspirations, increasing material wealth, changing habits of consumption and of recreational and cultural practices, and the wearing out of stable marks of distinction. These patterns became integral to the social landscape of the city and began to crystallize in its physical fabric. (Figures 3, 4) . In addition to incorporating such elements, it was also the first mosque in Istanbul to introduce generously fenestrated and relatively transparent faqades, a horseshoe-shaped courtyard, and an imposing royal ramp and loggia (Figure 5 ), the epitome of an idea developed at the beginning of the seventeenth century at the mosque of Ahmed I (1609-17).24 Despite the lack of consensus on the specific source of inspiration, in the absence of more revealing evidence we cannot completely discredit their accounts; nor can we exclude the possibility that some of the architectural and landscape features of the palace may have been inspired by a French precedent. We could certainly establish a correspondence, for instance, between the one-kilometer-long canal at Sa'dabad and another, equally long and twice as imposing, at Fontainebleau. We could also suggest that Kiigiik Qelebizade's reference to the "hitherto unseen style" of the residences and gardens of state officials may have been an allusion to a new western style.34 But given the lack of visual evidence and the scarcity of written descriptions of the canal and river sections of the palatial precinct (which were destroyed some ten years after they were built, in 1730, in the wake of the Patrona Halil revolt), the suggestion cannot be substantiated at this point.
What is certain is that neither in design nor in style, size, or scale can any of the proposed models compare with the central, better documented part of the palace. Nor can the view advanced by some European observers and recent scholars that Sa'dabad's waterworks (see Figure 8) The discussion of the predominance of the Persian model is not intended to suggest an East-West polarity. But in view of the tendency in scholarship to overplay the role of westernization in interpretations of change in this period, it is important to bear in mind that innovations existed within a much broader discourse, in which Persia, for example, remained a potent challenge to, as well as a cultural universe in continuous contact with, the Ottoman empire.55ss The same can be said about the Mughal world, whose aesthetics and decorative styles and techniques penetrated the Ottoman vocabulary more than ever before.56 As stated earlier, western imports were one element in a wide search for a new and independent aesthetic that drew as much on Safavid Persian, Mughal Indian, and Ottoman preclassical and classical visual repertoires. By their appropriation and integration in this stylistically uncommitted visual environment, they defied any attempt by observers to single them out, let alone invest them with a particular cultural signification.
With this in mind, it is important to reconsider our understanding of the concept of "influence," which is often assumed by art and architectural historians to be hegemonic and unidirectional, especially in contexts characterized by an imbalance of power. Suffice it to recall here the trend of turqueries that swept the spheres of architecture, landscape, painting, and sartorial fashion in eighteenth-century Europe, which was largely construed as a fad for exotic stuff that expressed an urge to reassess the parameters of the seventeenth-century classical ideal." While it may be too soon (and ultimately, impossible) to argue for a comparable Ottoman inclination for the exotic, there is little doubt that the sensibility for novelty and originality was shared by Ottomans and Europeans. Notwithstanding the specifics of each of the two cultural and intellectual milieus, one cannot but wonder what makes a cartouche on a fountain in Istanbul an index of westernization, and a Turkish pavilion in Vienna merely an Oriental folly. If the architectural idiom of the eighteenth century was far more hybrid than the notion of westernization implies, it was also a vocabulary in which novelty was sought independently or regardless of stylistic genealogies. In this respect, the aesthetic judgments of Ottoman contemporaries closely mirrored the built environment of their time. They bespeak a notion of architectural beauty and excellence that upheld innovation, not a particular aesthetic inclination, as its operative criterion. This bears not only on the nature of architectural change during the period under discussion, but also on a more general transformation in the nature of Ottoman cultural sensibility. The high regard for innovation as an essentially hybrid appropriation and reinterpretation of various new and familiar idioms can be noted in other cultural spheres, including painting, clothing fashion, court music, and poetry. As in architecture, some of the novelties that were introduced in court poetry in the eighteenth century, such as folk forms and genres and colloquial idioms, were not entirely new to the Ottoman tradition. Earlier attempts at breaking away from the classical canon, however, as with the movement known as tiirk-i basit (simple Turkish) adopted by some late-fifteenth-and early-sixteenth-century poets, met with negative reception. By contrast, experimentation with new themes, genres, and diction by such court poets as Nedim or Enderunlu Fazil was widely acclaimed. More important, it became institutionalized in the mainstream culture. Novelty and originality became subjects of an open debate among court poets throughout the eighteenth century.58
While the innovations that occurred within the realm of architecture were remarkable, what really distinguished this era was that architecture, like painting, music, and poetry, reflected a changing disposition toward tradition and innovation, and this new disposition ensured the survival and appreciation of attempts to redefine Ottoman architectural identity beyond the classical idiom. We can better appreciate this development by looking at the way the notion of novelty was construed in the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries: as the emulation and refinement of admired models. As Giilru Necipoglu has demonstrated, while Sinan, the chief architect at the court of Siileyman, represented himself as an innovator, his buildings remained "self-referential exercises within the confines of the canonical imperial idiom which he codified,"59 and it is in relation to the parameters of this canon that his innovations, or refinements, were assessed and appreciated by his contemporaries. By the eighteenth century, the concept of refinement (nezaket) had vanished from the architectural discourse. Along with it, deferential allusions to classical monuments of the glorious past and to the idiom to which they subscribed slowly disappeared. 60 To a certain extent, this aesthetic and cultural opening was occasioned by a wider exposure to foreign ideas and material culture. But the greater receptiveness to innovation grew primarily out of a long process of transformation in the Ottoman social order that had begun to crystallize in the architectural and cultural landscape of Istanbul in the eighteenth century. Figures 18, 19) .63 But it is important to point out that formally, spatially, and conceptually-by their setting, their ample fenestration, their openness, and their emphasis on the view-these palaces were a product of the Ottoman palatial idiom as it had been reformulated in the eighteenth century. In plan, too, they remained unchanged until the end of the nineteenth century, with rooms that were arranged on either side of a large central hall and looked out to the waterfront.
Greater efforts toward redrawing the boundaries between the two centuries might help us reconsider whether, as is generally perceived, westernization was the only form of continuity between them. The evidence so far points in another direction. As has recently been shown, by the 1860s and 1870s the Ottomans consciously and manifestly harked back to the rich hybridity of the decorative vocabulary of the eighteenth century in their quest for a new architectural identity. 64 It is clear that some of the developments that unfolded in the decades of architectural modernization and westernization under Mahmud II and Abdiilmecid, from the 1820s to the 1860s, were rooted in changes that cannot be squarely identified with western influences but rather grew for the most part out of their own social climate. While considerable work has been done by social historians in recent years to uncover 
